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Response to NPS 3/15/05 1

Response to National Park Service, American Battlefield Protection Program, letter dated 
March 15, 2005 
 

Response: 

The recommendations provided by the American Battlefield Protection Program will 
be taken under consideration during Tier 2 studies, if a “Build” concept is advanced, 
when more refined project alternatives are developed and evaluated. Since the Tier 1 
EIS only addresses potential broad corridor-length concepts (as opposed to site-
specific alternatives), the level of detail suggested for the identification of battlefield 
resources, the impact analysis on those resources, and the identification of mitigation 
for unavoidable impacts is commensurate with the level of detail that would be 
performed for Tier 2 studies.  

 



Response to NPS 3/31/05 1

Response to National Park Service, letter dated March 31, 2005 
 

1) Appalachian Trail Comments 
 
Additional information has been added to Chapter 4, Affected Environment of the 
DEIS and the Historic Properties Technical Report regarding the Appalachian 
National Scenic Trail 
 
In terms of potential visual impacts to the Trail, the Tier 1 DEIS states that the 
degree to which the landscape would change for viewers of the road or rail 
would be minimal, regardless of which “Build” concept is advanced. In those 
cases where people currently have unobstructed views of the I-81 or the rail 
corridor, the magnitude of impact is not expected to be great since viewers 
already see an interstate or a rail line while using these resources. The addition of 
highway lanes, rail improvements, or improvements to existing interchanges on 
I-81 would not appreciably change the visual character of existing I-81 or the rail 
line. 
 
At this point, for Tier 1, all potential impacts characterized in the Tier 1 DEIS are 
preliminary estimates based on readily available resource data, and based on 
conceptual level improvements. The potential impacts are subject to change 
based on additional resource studies and design refinements that would occur 
during Tier 2, if a “Build” concept is advanced. If a “Build” concept (or portion of 
a “Build” concept) is advanced into Tier 2, more detailed visual analyses would 
be completed. 
 
In terms of potential constructive use of the Trail, you are correct in stating that 
no such determination has been made. Chapter 5, Section 5.8 states that the 
specific type of use of each affected property cannot be determined at this stage 
of the study although preliminary estimates of direct encroachment on some 
Section 4(f) properties have been provided for comparison. This section goes on 
to state that while widening the road and/or rail line is not expected to result in 
a constructive use of parks and/or trails in the I-81 or rail corridors, a final 
determination of constructive use would be determined during Tier 2, if a 
“Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced, in conjunction 
with input from the officials having jurisdiction over the property.   
 
2) Historic Properties Comments 
  
Detailed resource investigations and impact analyses suggested in the letter are 
at a level of detail that goes beyond the intent of this Tier 1 study. The level of 
data collection and analyses required for full Section 106 compliance is 
commensurate with the level of detail developed for Tier 2 studies.  
 
Unlike a traditional EIS that evaluates impacts from a specific “project” or 
“action”, this Tier 1 EIS evaluates potential impacts from broad “concepts” for 
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which only the most preliminary design information is developed. As indicated 
in the Tier 1 Draft EIS, the level of resource identification and impact analysis 
undertaken for this Tier 1 study does not fully satisfy the requirements of Section 
106. Rather, if a “Build” concept (or portions of a “Build” concept) is advanced, 
compliance with Section 106 would occur during Tier 2 including additional 
investigations and analyses to 1) identify historic properties, 2) determine the 
effects on those historic properties, and 3) develop appropriate mitigation 
measures for unavoidable impacts to historic properties. 
 
 

 
 
 



Response to TVA  1

Response to Tennessee Valley Authority, letter dated February16, 2005 
 

Response: 

1) The Meadowview Research Farms associated with the American Chestnut 
Foundation is not mentioned in the Tier 1 Draft EIS because it is outside of the 
study area defined for the I-81 Corridor Improvement Study.   

 
2) In Chapter 5, Section 5.9, Natural and Geologic Resources, a paragraph has been 
added to reflect the fact that portions of I-81 are within the Holston River 
watershed and therefore permits under Section 26a of the TVA Act would likely 
be required for construction within those areas.  

 
3) For Cumulative Impacts, future roadway projects that intersect I-81 were 
added as long as they met two criteria:  1) they were included in VDOT’s 6-Year 
Improvement Program, and 2) they were fully funded through construction.     

 



Response to NPS 3/31/05 1

Response to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, letter dated February 18, 2005 
 

All general editorial comments have been incorporated into the revised Tier 1 
DEIS. In addition, the Tier 1 DEIS addressed more substantive comments as 
noted below. 
 
1) Stream Comments 
 
All streams are graphically displayed in the figures and visible when viewed in 
color.  
 
The Tier 1 DEIS was revised to acknowledge that, in addition to perennial 
streams, at least 80 additional intermittent streams (and streams that have not yet 
been determined as being either perennial or intermittent) are in the study area. 
In addition, the text has been revised to note that at least 960 linear feet of 
intermittent streams could potentially be impacted. This number is likely to 
increase, however, since Tier 1 did not include the field analysis required to 
determine whether some water features in the I-81 corridor were intermittent 
(marked as “unknown”). The perenniality of “unknown” features would be 
determined during later stages of project development, if a “Build” concept (or 
portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced into Tier 2. 
 
The Tier 1 DEIS has been revised to address navigation, stating that “relatively 
minor streams flowing through culverts or pipes would likely continue to be 
conveyed as such, whereas larger bridged streams would likely be spanned 
similarly. As such, it is assumed for this Tier 1 level study that navigation in 
navigable waters would not be affected by either highway or rail improvements.” 
 
The revised Tier 1 DEIS has been revised to state that “during later stages of 
project development, if a “Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is 
advanced, additional engineering measures would be considered, as appropriate, 
to address Section 404 permitting requirements.” Avoidance and minimization 
measures would be appropriately addressed in Tier 2. 
 
2) Wetland Comments 
 
The Tier 1 DEIS was revised to more accurately refer to wetlands as a subset of 
Waters of the United States. Also, the words “vegetated” and “isolated” were 
deleted when referring to wetland systems. Finally, the revised Tier 1 DEIS 
addresses ponds (Cowardin classification PUB) within the Lakes and 
Impoundments subsection, and removed them from the Wetlands subsection. 
 
References to “field-verified” wetland boundaries were eliminated from the Tier 1 
DEIS. 
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Based on preliminary field investigations, the study team used best professional 
judgment to generally distinguish between wetlands of relatively low functional 
value (e.g. small depressions in fields, maintained drainage channels) and wetlands 
of relatively higher functional value based on their relative floral and faunal 
diversity, habitat quality, maturity, uniqueness, and/or rarity. Wetlands having 
relatively higher functional values included emergent and scrub shrub systems, 
forested wetlands, and beaver ponds. Each specific wetland was evaluated in the 
field as described in more detail in the Wetland and Water Resources Technical Report.  
A more detailed functional values assessment for impacted wetlands would be 
completed during later stages of project development, if a “Build” concept (or 
portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced into Tier 2 
 
3) Battlefield Comment 
 
A discussion of the relative quality of the areas of potentially impacted was not 
included in the Environmental Consequences chapter for the Tier 1 DEIS. The   
resource investigations necessary for that type of analysis is at a level of detail 
that goes beyond the intent of this Tier 1 study. At this point, for Tier 1, all 
potential impacts characterized in the Tier 1 DEIS are preliminary estimates 
based on readily available resource data, and based on conceptual level 
improvements. The potential impacts are subject to change based on additional 
resource studies and design refinements that would occur during Tier 2, if a 
“Build” concept is advanced.  
 
As indicated in the Tier 1 Draft EIS, the level of resource identification and 
impact analysis undertaken for this Tier 1 study does not fully satisfy the 
requirements of Section 106. Rather, if a “Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” 
concept) is advanced, compliance with Section 106 would occur during Tier 2 
including additional investigations and analyses to 1) identify historic properties, 
2) determine the effects on those historic properties, and 3) develop appropriate 
mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts to historic properties. 
 
The Tier 1 DEIS has been revised to include battlefields in the discussion of 
cumulative affects. 
 
4) Wildlife and Habitat Comments 
 
If a “Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced, Tier 2 
documents would specifically address the practicability of bridging each trout 
stream. 
 
The Tier 1 DEIS has been revised to state that “Improvements to either I-81 or the 
rail lines are not expected to cause additional fragmentation of wildlife habitats 
since both transportation corridors already exist and have created a barrier for 
the movement of wildlife. If a “Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is 
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advanced into Tier 2, opportunities to enhance wildlife movement across 
improved transportation facilities would be considered as necessary.” 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 



Response to EPA 1

Response to Environmental Protection Agency, email dated February 18, 2005 

Comment #1  The Tier 1 DEIS should clearly disclose if the decisions made in the Tier 1 
document "lock in" future decisions to be made in the Tier 2 Document. For 
example, if Concept 1 is selected after Tier 1 review, does this lock in the 
number of lanes required for improvement in any one section, or will the actual 
number of lanes be determined after factoring in more detailed environmental 
and traffic studies in Tier 2?  

Response: 

In 2035, at least 37 percent of I-81 needs one additional lane in each direction. For 
these sections, the “Build” concepts under consideration are only those that provide 
for one additional lane in each direction. Most of the remaining sections of I-81 need 
more than one lane in each direction in 2035. Decisions on improvements to those 
sections (e.g., the separation of cars from commercial vehicles) would be determined 
in Tier 2 when more site-specific information is available, if a “Build” concept (or 
portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced. In addition, the application of tolls or 
improvements to rail facilities would decrease the number of vehicles on I-81. Such a 
reduction would reduce the number of miles on I-81 that need more than one 
additional lane in each direction.  
 
Decisions on the number of lanes to be constructed for sections that need more than 
one lane would be made at the conclusion of Tier 2, if a “Build” concept (or portion 
of a “Build” concept) is advanced. 
 
 

Comment #2  Additionally, the Tier 1 DEIS should disclose the details of the Star Solutions 
recommendations and address how these detailed recommendations for truck 
only lanes, the number of lanes, flyovers, pavement type, etc, fit into the broader 
decisions that should result from the Tier 1 DEIS. For example, if the Star 
Solutions recommendation (Concept 2) is selected in Tier 1, will alternatives or 
modifications to the Star Solutions alternative be evaluated in Tier 2?  

Response: 

While the Tier 1 DEIS evaluates separated facility concepts, the specific concept 
proposed by Star Solutions is no longer under consideration. The “Build” concepts 
that are under consideration in this Tier 1 Draft EIS are at an appropriate level of 
detail to allow a comparison of the differences in the range of costs and potential 
impacts of the improvement concepts. In addition, the level of analysis on the range 
of potential effects of conceptual-level improvements on the social, economic, and 
environmental setting is commensurate with the decisions being made in Tier 1.  

 



Response to EPA 2

Comment #3  The Tier 1 DEIS should explain more clearly what decisions will be made as a 
result of the Tier 1 analysis. For example will the tolling options (low toll, high 
toll) be evaluated in the Tier 2 document or will tolls and the level of tolls be 
exclusively a Tier 1 decision? There are bullets on page 1-2 that indicate what the 
Tier 1 decisions will be, but additional narrative details on the decisions to be 
made based on the Tier 1 DEIS and subsequent Tier 2 documents is 
recommended. The Tier 1 DEIS should clearly state if tolls will be required to 
build these improvements or if state and federal money can cover the 
improvements if tolls are not selected. 

Response: 

Section 1216(b) of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) 
established a toll pilot program to allow conversion of a free Interstate highway into 
a toll facility. In their application to FHWA, under Section 1216(b) of TEA-21, VDOT 
stated that I-81 could not be functionally improved without the collection of tolls 
because federal and state funding is not adequate to improve the facility within a 
reasonable time frame. The application indicates that a combination of several 
financing options offers the best case for funding an improved I-81. These financing 
options include traditional “pay-as-you-go” funding methods, toll revenue bonds, 
federal earmarks, and debt. After a review of VDOT’s application, FHWA issued 
“conditional provisional approval” to make I-81 a toll facility. As part of the toll pilot 
process, VDOT would have to develop a financial plan. 

 
In Tier 1, a decision is not being made on a toll rate, but on the concepts to be 
advanced, regardless of toll structure. Different toll rates were studied in conjunction 
with the “Build” concepts in order to examine the diversions from I-81 that may 
occur if tolls were implemented. Changes in the required lane configuration that 
would result from these different toll rates were also studied. The effects of the range 
of toll scenarios will support informed decision-making on the concepts to be 
advanced. If one or more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) 
are advanced into Tier 2, the effects of various toll rates would again also be studied 
in Tier 2. 

 

Comment #4  If tolling is not an option, will the improvement concepts be reduced in scope or 
otherwise changed?  

Response: 

See Response to Comment #1 and Response to Comment #3.  

 

 



Response to EPA 3

Comment #5 The relationship between the improvement concepts and the sections of 
independent utility should be better explained. For example, will each section of 
independent utility identified for Tier 2 study have each of the four 
improvement concepts included in the Tier 2 DEIS for that section, or will only 
one improvement concept be forwarded for Tier 2 study?  

Response: 

If, in Tier 1, one or more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are 
advanced into Tier 2, those “Build” concepts will be analyzed in each of the Sections 
of Independent Utility in detail in subsequent Tier 2 NEPA documents. Also, see 
response to Comment #1. For those sections of I-81 that only need one additional 
lane in each direction in 2035, the “Build” concepts under consideration are only 
those that provide for one additional lane in each direction. For the remaining 
sections (those that need at least two additional lanes in each direction), decisions on 
improvements to those sections (e.g., the separation of cars from commercial vehicles) 
would be determined in Tier 2 when more site-specific information is available, if a 
“Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced. 
 

Comment #6) The Tier 1 DEIS should place more emphasis (Executive Summary, Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences) on the unique, historical, and 
scenic nature of the Shenandoah Valley and what efforts will be made to protect 
the resources of the valley and its vistas. EPA recommends an outreach program 
be established for interested stakeholders that have specialized knowledge and 
interest in the conservation of the valley’s resources.  

Response: 

For this Tier 1 analysis, potential visual impacts are discussed broadly, based on 
conceptual-level improvements to an existing interstate facility. Regarding views 
from the road, impacts to the visual quality of the corridor for motorists depends 
primarily on specific design elements that may obstruct views or detract from 
observing visual resources in the foreground, middle ground or background, such as 
noise walls, signs or other structures. Tier 1 is evaluating conceptual-level 
improvements and these design elements would be more appropriately addressed in 
Tier 2, if one or more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are 
advanced into Tier 2.  
 
Regarding views of the road, since I-81 already exists, the degree to which the visual 
landscape would change as a result of the addition of highway lanes or 
improvements to the interchanges would be minimal, irrespective of the “Build” 
concept. A detailed evaluation of impacts for views from the road and views of the 
road would be completed during Tier 2 analyses, based on detailed roadway design, 
if one or more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are advanced 
into Tier 2. 
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Comment #7) It is also noted of the eight sections with independent utility that are being 
moved forward for Tier 2 Studies, 7 of the projects will require an EIS and one is 
proposed as an EA. Based on projected impacts, EPA supports the rationale and 
use of the EIS for those projects and we will make our recommendations on the 
EA/FONSI or EA/EIS once we have reviewed that document.  

Response: 

The preliminary Tier 1 Draft EIS that EPA reviewed did indicate that the Tier 2 
NEPA documents for seven of the eight Sections of Independent Utility (SIU) would 
be EISs. The Tier 1 Draft EIS was subsequently modified and now indicates that, if 
one or more of the “Build” concepts (or independent portions of “Build” concepts) 
are advanced into Tier 2, Environmental Assessments or categorical exclusions are 
being proposed as the type of Tier 2 NEPA document for each SIU. In accordance 
with 23 CFR 771.117(d), CEs could only be prepared if it is clear that the 
environmental effects of the action would not be significant. The EAs or CEs would 
be the means through which the detailed analyses associated with Tier 2 would be 
conducted. For any smaller independent projects within the SIUs, CEs may be 
prepared. Based on the detailed information in the EAs or CEs, informed decisions 
would be made on the significance of the impacts.  
 
The EAs or CEs prepared in Tier 2 would be the means through which the detailed 
analyses associated with Tier 2 would be conducted. Based on the detailed 
information in these documents EAs, informed decisions would be made on the 
significance of the impacts. 
 

Comment #8) Please explain in more detail why the rail study is included in this document 
and how it will aid in decision-making regarding I-81 improvements. Since the 
rail improvements are far removed from the I-81 corridor, how will the rail 
portion of the study be related to the sections of independent utility? It is not 
clear why the rail study is part of the 1-81 DEIS if FHWA or VDOT cannot pay 
for any rail improvements that may be identified.  

Response: 

There is a strong public interest in studying the ability of rail improvements to divert 
freight (i.e., trucks) off of I-81 in Virginia. This interest was widely known before the 
initiation of the NEPA process, and many such comments were provided as part of 
the NEPA scoping process. With this as background, FHWA and VDOT committed 
in the Process Streamlining Agreement Between the Virginia Department of Transportation 
and the Federal Highway Administration on the Interstate 81 Corridor National 
Environmental Policy Act Process (see Appendix A) to study rail concepts as 
potential solutions for improved future travel on I-81 within the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. As discussed in a letter, dated January 28, 2004, from FHWA to VDOT (see 
Appendix B), toll revenues collected on I-81 cannot be used to implement rail 
improvements. The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), however, contains $41.5 million of designated 
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funding to “manage freight movement and safety improvements along I-81”. 
SAFETEA-LU also includes a number of general freight finance provisions that offer 
possible funding mechanisms to improve privately-owned rail facilities. 
 
While some of the “Build” concepts involve potential improvements to I-81 and 
potential improvements to privately owned rail facilities, the improvements to such 
railroads would be at the discretion of Norfolk Southern. As such, there is no 
relationship between any rail component of the “Build” concepts and the Sections of 
Independent Utility. If Norfolk Southern implements the potential rail 
improvements, the construction sequence and sections may vary from the Sections of 
Independent Utility. 

 

Comment #9) Do the traffic forecasts for 2035 assume that the identified rail improvements 
will be in place? How will the results of the rail study impact the number of new 
lanes being considered for I-81?  

Response: 

The rail concepts offer some measurable benefit to I-81 traffic operations, but they 
have a minimal effect on travel lane requirements. The traffic forecasts for 2035 do 
not assume that potential rail improvements are in place at that time. 

 

Comment #10) Please include [in the Executive Summary] a more thorough summary of the 
major issues expected in each EIS and EA that will follow in Tier 2. The table 
on page ii is a good start but additional details, such as the specific nature of 
the Section 4(f) and 106 issues should be given. For each Section 4(f) issue the 
name of the resource should be listed. The type of impact should be indicated. 
For example, will the impacts be due to right of way impacts, noise, visual or 
other? 

Response: 

This Tier 1 EIS provides information on the potential construction impacts to 
Section 4(f) properties (i.e., direct acquisition). Section 5.8, Section 4(f)/6(f) 
acknowledges that, in addition to direct use of land from Section 4(f) properties, 
impacts may occur from constructive use whereby the property is not acquired in 
any way but the features that qualify the resource for Section 4(f) consideration are 
substantially impaired because of the proximity of proposed improvements. The text 
indicates, however, that the specific type of use of each affected Section 4(f) property 
cannot be determined at this stage of the study although preliminary estimates of 
direct encroachment on some Section 4(f) properties have been provided for 
comparison. Characterization of use of these resources associated with roadway 
improvements would be evaluated during Tier 2, if one or more of the 
“Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are advanced into Tier 2. 
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Section 5.7, Historic Properties acknowledges that, in addition to direct impacts from 
construction, other types of effects to historic properties can occur as a result of an 
undertaking. These can include removing the property from its historic location, 
changing the character of the property’s use or setting when they contribute to its 
significance, and introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 
diminish the integrity of the significant features. While all or some of these effects 
may occur as result of the improvement concepts, the analysis in the Tier 1 EIS does 
not address these effects because the level of engineering available for the Tier 1 
improvement concepts is insufficient to evaluate these effects. Consultation with the 
VDHR and other consulting parties and the public concerning the full range of 
effects to historic properties would be undertaken during the Tier 2 process, if one or 
more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are advanced into  
Tier 2. 
 

Comment #11) Also, explain why the impacts to battlefield areas are projected to be in the 
1000's of acres and when will Area of Potential Effect (APE) decisions be made. 
It appears that impacts to battlefields are going to be one of the larger impacts 
from any of the build alternatives. EPA recommends that this impact be 
thoroughly evaluated in the Tier 2 documents and a commitment to finding 
ways to avoid and minimize these impacts be made in the Tier 1 DEIS and 
Record of Decision (ROD).  

Response: 

The “Build” concepts that are evaluated in the Tier 1 EIS range from a non-separated 
highway-only improvement concept to a combined separated facility concept with 
rail improvements and rail-only improvements. The range of direct impacts to 
battlefields was calculated by superimposing the footprints for the Minimum Width 
template and for the Maximum Width template, as well as for Rail Concept 3, over 
Geographical Information System (GIS) data available for battlefields. Each footprint 
represents the potential limits of construction. Depending on the template, the width 
of the footprint varies from approximately 360 feet to 540 feet along I-81.  

 
Where the footprint and GIS data overlapped, an impact was assumed. At 
interchanges along I-81, the footprint widths were expanded to accommodate the 
anticipated type of interchange improvement (i.e., diamond or cloverleaf 
interchange). For rail improvements, a 100-foot footprint was generally used for 
calculating impacts because it represents the potential limits of rail construction. At 
this point, for Tier 1, all potential impacts characterized in the Tier 1 DEIS are 
preliminary estimates based on readily available resource data, and based on 
conceptual-level improvements. The potential impacts are subject to change based on 
additional resource studies and design refinements that would occur during Tier 2, if 
a “Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced. If a “Build” concept 
(or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced into Tier 2, more detailed impact 
analyses would be completed. 
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There are two reasons why there are projected to be large areal impacts to the 
battlefields. First, many battlefields are adjacent to I-81, especially in the northern 
portion of the corridor. Second, since, in some cases, the boundaries of the 
battlefields encompass the median and since the footprint of the improvement 
concepts include the median of I-81, these areas were assumed to be affected. 

 
If, in Tier 1, one or more of the “Build” concepts (or portions of “Build” concepts) are 
advanced into Tier 2, those “Build” concepts would be analyzed in more detail in 
subsequent Tier 2 NEPA documents and the impacts presented may decrease 
because design refinements would likely change the potential construction limits. 
The formal Section 106 process for individual projects, involving identification of 
historic properties, decisions on Areas of Potential Effect, assessment of 
adverse effects, and resolution of adverse effects would occur in Tier 2. During the 
formal Section 106 process, there would be consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other 
parties with an interest in the effects on historic properties to seek ways to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties. 

 

Comment #12) Are the conceptual level improvements along the entire highway or just 
portions? It seems as if the southernmost 7-8 miles is not addressed by any of the 
areas of independent utility.  

Response: 

Potential improvements would occur along the entire length of I-81 in Virginia. As 
now indicated in Chapter 6, Tier 1 Decisions To Be Made, the first Section of 
Independent Utility is from the Tennessee State Line (Milepost 0) to Exit 72 (I-77) 
near Wytheville. 
 

Comment #13) When discussing the relative differences in impacts between alternatives, 
please briefly explain why there are the differences in impact. For example, the 
truck separation alternative has fewer impacts to battlefields but the reason for 
this is not explained. Explain why the high toll options have greater impact to 
battlefields but in some cases lower residential displacements.  

Response: 

The preliminary Tier 1 Draft EIS that EPA reviewed was subsequently modified. The 
impact templates and the associated impacts from the “Build” concepts evaluated in 
the Tier 1 Draft have since been changed and these discrepancies no longer occur.  
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Comment #14) The methods used to determine wetland and stream resources should be better 
explained, not just referred to as being in a technical document. For example, 
explain if the data on wetlands were gathered from NWI alone or NWI in 
combination with other sources of data. This comment would apply to the other 
resources mapped in this section.  

Response: 

Section 4.8, Physical and Natural Resources now indicates that rivers, perennial 
streams, and wetlands within the I-81 and rail study areas were identified based on 
available GIS data, the Scoping Process, and windshield surveys. The I-81 Corridor 
Improvement Study Wetlands and Water Resources Technical Report, an appendix to the 
DEIS, contains additional detailed information on the methods used to identify and 
analyze wetland and water resources.  
 
Available GIS data included NWI and USGS hydrographic information. These GIS 
layers were modified to reflect conditions viewed in the field.  
 
 

Comment #15) When referring to wetlands on page 4-76, please drop the use of the word 
isolated, as this is a regulatory decision. Perhaps use the word scattered. 

Response: 

The word “isolated” has been deleted from Section 4.8, Physical and Natural Resources 
and from The I-81 Corridor Improvement Study Wetlands and Water Resources Technical 
Report.  



Response to USFWS 1 

Response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, letter dated February 15, 2005 
 

1) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s comments make reference to the proposed 
“project”. As a point of clarification, the Tier 1 Draft EIS evaluates broad 
conceptual-level improvements (“concepts”). In fact, one of the chief purposes of 
the Tier 1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is to identify 
individual projects, if any, that would be studied during the Tier 2 process. No 
construction can occur at the conclusion of Tier 1. Rather, a Tier 2 NEPA 
document would have to be prepared for any individual project before 
construction could occur.  
 
2) Endangered Species Act Comments 
  
By its very nature, preparation of a biological assessment pursuant to Section 7(c) 
of the Endangered Species Act requires the collection and analysis of data at a 
level of detail that goes beyond the intent of this Tier 1 study. The level of data 
collection and analyses required for Section 7 consultation is commensurate with 
the level of detail developed for Tier 2 studies.  
 
Unlike a traditional EIS that evaluates impacts from a specific “project” or 
“action”, this Tier 1 EIS evaluates potential impacts from broad “concepts” for 
which only the most cursory design information is developed. As indicated in 
the preliminary Tier 1 Draft EIS, if one or more “Build” concepts are advanced, 
then Section 7 consultation would occur during Tier 2 for the individual 
“project(s)” identified from the Tier 1 process. Determining the effect of a project 
on any listed species is appropriate when more detailed design information is 
available. 
 
3) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Comments 
 
If one or more “Build” concepts are advanced, the detailed analysis of individual 
projects that would occur in Tier 2 would likely result in a refinement of impact 
numbers. For this Tier 1 study, the estimate of potential impacts was based on 
GIS data and a generalized impact templates. It would be more appropriate to 
discuss detailed enhancement and restoration possibilities during Tier 2 when 
more precise information on resources is collected, and when more detailed 
design information is developed for individual projects. FHWA and VDOT 
would continue to consult with the USFWS on all appropriate issues during Tier 
2 evaluation of individual project(s), if a “Build” concept is advanced. 
 
The Tier 1 DEIS states that “during Tier 2, unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional 
waters of the United States (including wetlands) would be compensated as 
appropriate” and “appropriate compensation for floodplain impacts would be 
identified during Tier 2.” 
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Response to United States Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey, letter 
dated March 4, 2005 
 

As recommended, the database information available from the USGS would be 
used to assist with future project impact assessments during Tier 2 studies, if a 
“Build” concept (or portion of a “Build” concept) is advanced.    




